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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	This paper presents an important and relevant topic by looking into the long-term association between the urbanization of population, energy consumption, trade openness, and carbon dioxide emission in India. With the fast-growing urbanization process in developing countries and the high need for tackling global warming issues, the manuscript provides interesting empirical results that can help create sustainable urbanization and energy policies. The use of the ARDL approach helps analyze these associations and proves the presence of long-term dynamics between these variables. While the manuscript’s scientific contribution can be considered rather incremental, its value lies in considering the particular case of India.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating of the Reviewers: 5 (Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good

It is very well structured, provides a good summary of the purpose of the research, the methodology used, and the findings. It would benefit even more from mentioning the unique aspect of the manuscript and its policy implications.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The background provides sufficient context for the study. Nevertheless, the research gap and the manuscript’s unique contribution should be stated more explicitly.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The review of literature is pertinent and timely. It would be better if there was a more evaluative discussion of the latest researches and the placement of this manuscript among existing literature could have been more clear.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The results are presented clearly and logically. Expanding the discussion of their practical implications and their relationship to previous studies would further enhance the manuscript.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	5 – Excellent
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The results have been discussed in relation to previous research. But the inclusion of more comparisons between the results and existing literature can be seen as an improvement to this part of the work.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The manuscript acknowledges several limitations; however, a more explicit discussion of potential data constraints, methodological assumptions, and the generalizability of the findings would improve transparency and guide future research.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The manuscript is generally well written and understandable. Nevertheless, minor grammatical refinements and stylistic polishing would further improve readability and overall presentation.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope, variables, and geographical focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The abstract succinctly covers the main goals, research approach, and main results of the study. However, it can be enhanced even further through highlighting the uniqueness of the study and its wider policy implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES. The analytical framework, methodological approach, and interpretation of the findings are scientifically sound and consistent with the stated research objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The reference list appears relevant and sufficiently updated, giving substantial support to the research. A few more references of high impact and extremely recent studies would enhance the position of literature.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. No apparent ethical concerns or issues related to research integrity were identified during the review.
	


Reviewer details:

. Alberto Tama Franco, Universitat Carlemany , United States of America



Page 4 of 4
V240326


